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The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: Page 16, line 16, 
note that "through" should be rewritten as --^4B^rf^and "is are" is vague in meaning; line 17, 
note that --, respec^€^- should be inserted prior to "through". Page 20, lines 3, 4, are 



"MAJ^X^and ^5^91^7^ considered trademarks which need to be properly designated? Pagg^f^ 



line 5 and page 22^miQ 14, note that "4a-c" should be rewritten as -4a-4c- at each occurrence. 
Page 22, line 14, note that -respegji^m- should follow "c-c" Page 24, line 20, note that --(not 



shown)- should follow 'MjSp^lmc^^ Page 25, line 9, note that it is unclear 

whether " auxiliary coil 180" is proper since labe^"180" already designates another coil. 



Appropriate correction is required. 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: Note that in the 
detail description of the drawing figures, all labeled features need to be explicitly described in the 
specification description of each figure. Furthermore, if the specification description references 
more than one drawing figure, labeled features need to be reference to the figure(s) in which they 
actually appear. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

The drawings are objected to because of the following: In fig. 4, reference label -106n- 
needs to be provided; In fig. 4a, reference label -174- needs to be provided; In fig. 6a, reference 



labels (102, 106) need to be provided. A proposed drawing correction or corrected drawings are 
required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. The objection to 
the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 
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The amendment filed February 27, 2002 is objected to under 35H*S.C. 132 because it 
introduces new matter into the disclosure. 35 U.S.C. 132 states^ttfat no amendment shall 



introduce new matter into the disclosure of the inventionf The added material which is not 
supported by the original disclosure is as follow^At page 21, line 6, the change from "n=7 M to - 
n=8-- does not appear to be supported^b^th^original specification. Likewise the corrections in 
Figs. 4a, 4b, 4c from seven to eig^electron beam passages does not appear to be supported by 
the original disclosure. 

Applicant is required to cancel the new matter in the reply to this Office Action. 

The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for the 
claimed subject matter. See 37 CFR 1.75(d)(1) and MPEP § 608.01(o). Correction of the 
following is required: The oscillator and amplifier of claim 25, 26 need disclosure in the 
specification. 

Claims 6, 7; 8-24, 25/8, 26/8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

In claim 6^tf6te that it is unclear which one of the plurality of electron beams is intended 
by the reci^d "said electron beam". 

In claim &/note that "a minimum separation distance ... of a separation distance D" 
appears to b/\ a redundant recitation of the same feature. Also, note "electrodes" should correctly 
be --electrons--. 
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In claims 9-14, 16, 17, 21-24, note that it is unclear which one of the "one or more field 
correctors" is intended by the recited "said field corrector". 

/^In claim 15, note that "said coil" is indefinite for the dependency from claim 1 1 since 
/ "first and second" coils are recited therein, and "said correction field" is not definite since only 
claim 12 has defined a "correction field". 

In claims 16, 17, 19, 20, note that reference to a "permanent magnet" or "non-magnetized 
iron" being the "field corrector" is improper since these claims depend from claims which 
already define the field corrector as a "coil". 

In claims 18, 19, 20, note that the recitation of "at least one (correction coil/corrector)" is 
^/not consistent with the single correction coil/single corrector recited at least in claims 9, 10, 12, 
from which these claimsdepend. 

In claim l&'note that " a coil of current carrying wire" appears to be a redundant 
recitation, especially in view of claim 12. 

In claim 21, note that "main" should be -central- and the relative terms "smaller" and 
\"larger" are vague in meaning (e.g. smaller than what?). 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 
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Claims 1-3, 5, 25/1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being clearly anticipated by 
Nevins, Jr. or Tran et al. 

Both Nevins Jr. and Tran et al disclose a multiple beam RF device having a housing 
aligned along a longitudinal axis (e.g. x-x' in Tran et al) and including beam tunnels (e.g. 36 in 
Nevins Jr.). Each beam tunnel includes a sequence of drift tubes (e.g. 34 in Nevins Jr; 4 in Tran 
et al) and drift tube gaps between adjacent drift tubes parallel to the longitudinal axis. A plurality 
of electron guns (16 in Nevins Jr.; 1 in Tran et al), a plurality of anodes (22 in Nevins Jr; 2 in 
Tran et al), and a plurality of focussing electrodes (e.g. 20 in Nevins, Jr.) Are provided. Also 
provided is a substantially constant magnetic focussing field generated by a surrounding 
magnetic structure (10 in Nevins, Jr; 5 in Tran et al) for confining electron beam flow. 
Moreover, note that the drift tube gaps inherently are capable of introducing or removing RF 
energy as needed. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth 
in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out 
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the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103© 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 4, 6, 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over either 
Nevins, Jr. or Tran et al. 

Regarding claim 4, the use of iron as a housing material would have been an obvious 
selection of a conventional housing material for an electron beam device. 

Regarding claims 6, 7, the degree of magnetic field needed for magnetic field focussing 
would have been obvious optimization dependent upon desired magnetic field conditions known 
to those of ordinary skill in the art. 

Claims 8, 12, 14, 15/12, 18/12, 20/12, 25/8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Mourier in view of either Nevins, Jr. or Tran et al. 

Mourier# comprises a magnetic focussing arrangement suitable for use in multi-beam 
electron devices (e.g. multi-beam Klystrom) comprising two disks (20, 22) having apertures (A, 
D, A', D') therethrough for the passage of plural electron beams (10). A magnetic structure (24) 
provides for primary focussing of the electron beam (10) in the region between plates (20, 22). 
Because of electron drift between the plates (20, 22) as shown in Fig. 1, an auxiliary magnetic 
correcting structure (30) including current carrying coils (36, 38) is provided to correction due to 
electron drift through use a correction magnetic field. Alternative magnetic correcting structure 
(30) may comprise a ferromagnetic part (48) such as iron as depicted in Fig.6. Mourierl, thus 
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differs from the claimed invention in that the specific structure of the claimed multi-beam device 
is not disclosed therein. 

Both Nevins, Jr. and Tran et al disclose a multi-beam electron device having the specific 
structure as claimed. 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious in view of the references, taken as a whole, to 
have modified the multi-beam electron device of Mourierf with either multi-beam electron 
device of Nevins, Jr. or Tran et al. Such a modification would have been considered obvious 
since the generic nature of the multi-beam electron device of Mourierf would have suggested that 
any equivalent multi-beam electron device (such as in Nevins Jr. and Tran et al) would have been 
usable therewith, thereby suggesting the obviousness of such a modification. Furthermore, as an 
obvious consequence of such a modification, the resultant multi-beam device would have 
functioned as an oscillator, as taught by either Nevins Jr. or Tran et al. 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Umehara et al and Miram et al pertain to magnetic adjustment of the electron beam 
focussing. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Benny Lee at telephone 
number (703)308-4902. 




B. Lee/mm 
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